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Before the  
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Washington, D.C.  20554 
 
 

In the Matter of      )  
 ) 
A La Carte and Themed Programming and Pricing ) MB Docket No. 04-207 
Options for Programming Distribution on ) 
Cable Television and Direct Broadcast ) 
Satellite Systems     ) 
 

 
COMMENTS OF ADVANCE/NEWHOUSE COMMUNICATIONS 

 
Advance/Newhouse Communications,1/ by its attorneys, hereby submits comments in 

response to the Commission’s Public Notice released in the above-captioned proceeding on May 

25, 2004.2/  

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 

The instant proceeding is designed to assist policy-makers in ascertaining whether 

government intervention is required in connection with the manner in which cable programming 

services are offered to subscribers.  Advance/Newhouse respectfully submits that such 

intervention would be both unnecessary and counter-productive.   

Cable operators and other MVPDs have powerful incentives to preserve and enhance the 

value proposition associated with their service offerings.  Video programming subscribers 

                                                 
1/  Advance/Newhouse is a privately held company owned by the Newhouse family with headquarters 
located in Syracuse, New York.  Pursuant to its partnership with Time Warner Cable, Advance/Newhouse 
provides day-to-day management of cable systems serving 2.1 million subscribers in Florida, Alabama, 
Indiana, California, and Michigan operating under the name Bright House Networks (hereafter “Bright 
House Networks” or “BHN” systems).  In addition to their cable interests, the Advance/Newhouse 
partners’ other interests include Condé Nast Publications, a number of daily and weekly newspapers, and 
a 25% interest in Discovery Communications.   
2/  In the Matter of A La Carte and Themed Programming and Pricing Options for Programming 
Distribution on Cable Television and Direct Broadcast Satellite Systems, MB Docket No. 04-207, DA 04-
1454 (May 25, 2004) (“Public Notice”). 
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presently have a choice of at least four multichannel programming distributors in every local 

market where BHN provides service, and consumers continue to show greater willingness to 

switch between providers in order to obtain maximum value for their MVPD subscription 

service.  To the extent that expanded a la carte and themed-tier offerings become a viable means 

of retaining and enhancing an MVPD’s subscriber base, the intense competition between cable, 

DBS and other broadband service providers will ensure that consumers have ample opportunities 

to obtain programming services on that basis.   

Advance/Newhouse has been in the cable business nearly forty years, and during that 

time has experimented with a variety of packaging and service delivery options – including 

offering multiple “mini-tiers” of satellite-delivered cable programming services and expanded a 

la carte offerings – as part of its ongoing effort to provide subscribers with maximum value for 

their cable subscription.  Consistent with that objective, the company recently has deployed new 

services and capabilities that provide its subscribers with expanded opportunities to tailor their 

video programming service selections to meet their own particular tastes and interests.  BHN 

subscribers can choose a number of new programming services and tier packages by opting for 

the company’s digital service, have access to an array of new on-demand services, and can take 

advantage of the new digital video recorder capabilities offered by their system, in order to  

customize their viewing options and schedules.      

While the proliferation of new service offerings made possible by digital technology is 

enhancing the ability of Bright House Networks’ subscribers to exercise even more control over  

their video programming selections and purchases, the company’s broad and diverse expanded 

basic cable package continues to be a highly popular service option.  The breadth of the 

expanded basic package has played a critical role in the recruitment and retention of new 
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customers, by offering a large and diverse subscriber base access to a wide variety of 

programming content at an economical package price.  Like most MVPDs, Bright House 

Networks offers its subscribers a diverse expanded basic tier not because it is forced to by 

programmers, most of whom lack the marketplace clout to dictate such a requirement, but 

because such an offering has proven to be immensely popular with subscribers.  Indeed, 

complaints regarding the absence of specific networks from the expanded basic tier have been far 

more common in BHN’s experience than complaints regarding the inclusion of too many 

networks.   

Proposed government regulations designed to – either directly or indirectly – foster the 

unbundling or elimination of the expanded basic tier package would inhibit, or even preclude 

altogether, a cable operator from continuing to provide its most popular service offering to 

subscribers.  Further, such intervention would eliminate a key engine of innovation and creativity 

in the video programming marketplace by depriving programmers of the opportunity to compete 

with one another to gain and retain a position in an MVPD’s most popular tier package.     

While new government regulation designed to alter or modify cable operators’ expanded 

basic tier offering could have significant unintended adverse effects, it is, at best, unclear 

whether such intervention would demonstrably promote consumer choice or lower cable rates.  

By design, such regulations would appear to reduce the programming choices currently available 

to expanded basic tier subscribers, while forcing them to purchase or lease new equipment – such 

as addressable or digital converters – that would be necessary in order to block the receipt of 

programming services that were not selected.  Further, by diminishing the ability of 

programmers to bargain for a particular tier placement or critical mass of subscriber penetration 

necessary to ensure a viable advertising revenue stream, such regulations would have an upward 
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effect on the per-channel rates paid for programming by MVPDs.  Such proposals also would 

hamper the emergence of new programming services, which both promote diversity and put 

downward pressure on wholesale programming prices.  In addition, government regulations 

aimed at promoting a la carte offerings also would raise a number of technical, marketing, and 

operational issues for MVPDs that would have the effect of putting upward pressure on rates.  

Accordingly, the Commission should examine carefully the data generated in this proceeding, 

and be particularly mindful of the potential for adverse, unintended consequences that might 

arise from a conclusion that market forces are insufficient to determine and deliver the optimal 

level of a la carte and themed-tier offerings to subscribers. 

I. MARKET FORCES SHOULD CONTINUE TO DETERMINE THE MANNER 
AND MEANS BY WHICH VIDEO PROGRAMMING SERVICES ARE 
OFFERED TO MVPD SUBSCRIBERS  

 
The fundamental question underlying the instant proceeding is whether market forces or 

government regulation should determine the manner and means by which video programming 

services are offered to consumers.  Key members of Congress have asked the Commission to 

gather information and submit a report concerning the efficacy of providing a la carte and 

themed-tier services to cable and satellite subscribers.3/  The report is aimed at facilitating 

Congress’ ability “to make an informed decision on the potential merits and drawbacks of 

proposals which would allow or require multichannel video programming distributors (MVPDs) 

to offer programming on an a la carte or themed-tier basis.”4/ 

                                                 
3/  See Letter from Congressmen Joe Barton, John D. Dingell, Fred Upton, Edward Markey, and Nathan 
Deal, members of U.S. House of Representatives Committee on Energy and Commerce, to Michael K. 
Powell, Chairman of the Federal Communications Commission, at 1 (May 18, 2004) (“House Letter”); 
Letter from Senator John McCain, Chairman, U.S. Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation to Michael K. Powell, Chairman of the Federal Communications Commission (May 19, 
2004); see also Public Notice at 1. 
4/  House Letter at 1. 
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Facing intense competition from at least three MVPDs in every local market where it 

offers service – as well as from wireline overbuilders in some markets and new Internet-based 

video programming offerings from companies including Starz, Real Networks, Microsoft and the 

major studios5/ –, BHN has every incentive to explore and offer new ways of delivering value to 

subscribers.  Because maximizing subscriber value is key to both customer retention and revenue 

growth in an increasingly competitive marketplace, cable operators cannot afford to overlook 

any potential opportunity for enhancing consumer choice and strengthening the ability of 

subscribers to obtain the most for their money.  To that end, during the four decades it has been 

in the cable business, Advance/Newhouse has experimented with “mini-tiers” of satellite-

delivered cable programming services and expanded a la carte offerings on some of its systems.      

While the subscriber response to those experiments was, at best, mixed, the company’s 

broad and diverse expanded basic package has a consistent track record of promoting subscriber 

recruitment and retention.  The expanded basic package offered by Bright House Networks to its 

subscribers – known as standard service – is designed specifically to promote the business 

objectives of maximizing subscriber choice and value.6/  Subscribers have access to over fifty 

satellite-delivered cable programming networks at an average per-channel rate which is many 

times less than the rate for a la carte services carried on the system.  The breadth and diversity of 

the standard service package offers subscribers a rich array of news, sports, children’s, family, 

educational, music, minority and women’s, and general entertainment programming services.  

Offering cable subscribers a diverse mix of content choices in a single package mirrors 
                                                 
5/  Mike Lanberg, Online Movies Take Step Forward, San Jose Mercury News, July 1, 2004 (describing 
Starz/Real Networks online movie offering); Mai Hoang, Big Stars, Little Screen, Orlando Sentinel, June 
23, 2004 (describing Starz/Real offering, Movielink online movie service from major studios, and 
CinemaNow online movie service partially owned by Microsoft); John Markoff, New Service by TiVo 
Will Build Bridges from Internet to the TV, New York Times, June 9, 2004. 
6/  Representative channel line-ups for two Bright House Networks systems are included as Exhibits 1 
and 2. 
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marketing models employed by newspapers, magazines, and over-the-air television broadcasters 

– as well as newer content businesses such as satellite radio and Internet service providers –, 

each of which seeks to attract a broad and diverse customer base by making available a wide 

variety of content in a single, packaged offering.  

Cable operators and other MVPDs offer a diverse expanded basic tier because it has 

proven to be immensely popular with subscribers, and not because the furnishing of such a 

package has been dictated by programmers.  The near-tripling of nationwide cable penetration 

from 22% to 61% during the period in which a tier of satellite-delivered, advertiser-supported 

cable programming services first became available to subscribers, is a testament to the appeal 

and value of that package.7/  Throughout much of the 1990s, cable operators had a strong 

regulatory and financial incentive to unbundle the expanded basic tier and offer more services on 

an a la carte basis, since such services were exempt from rate regulation under the Cable 

Television Consumer Protection and Competition Act of 1992.8/  Despite this strong financial 

and regulatory incentive, there was not a marked expansion in the provision of advertiser-

supported satellite services on an a la carte basis, thereby indicating the limited popular and 

business appeal of that approach.  It is noteworthy that DBS providers also offer a broad package 

of satellite-delivered cable services, despite the fact that all of their signals are transmitted 

digitally, thereby mitigating many of the costs and technical difficulties of providing expanded a 

la carte offerings.   

                                                 
7/  See In the Matter of Amendment of Part 76 of the Commission’s Rules Concerning Carriage of 
Television Broadcast Signals by Cable Television Systems, 1 FCC Rcd 864 ¶ 134, Table 1 (1986) (listing 
1980 nationwide cable penetration as 22%); H. Rep. No. 102-628, at 29 (June 29, 1992) (noting June 
1992 cable penetration of 61%). 
8/  See 47 U.S.C. § 543(l)(2). 
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With the exception of cable networks whose carriage terms are linked to licensing 

arrangements for affiliated programming services with market power – such as broadcast 

networks and regional sports services –,9/ most cable programming services lack the inherent 

ability to force their way into the expanded basic package.  Thus, new government regulations 

applicable to the entire universe of cable programming services and aimed at forcing operators 

and programmers to unbundle expanded basic tier offerings are unnecessary.  Such regulations, 

however, could have the unintended consequence of hampering the ability of cable operators to 

continue to offer their subscribers a programming service package which, for decades, has 

proven to be extremely popular with consumers.    

Most BHN subscribers enjoy having the opportunity to access a wide range of diverse 

programming options via a single tier package.  It is far more common for the company to 

receive requests from subscribers that programming services be added to the standard service 

tier, rather than subtracted.  For instance, programming networks such as the History Channel, 

the Learning Channel, Arts and Entertainment Network, and others became part of the expanded 

basic package on BHN systems in response to strong subscriber demand for those services.  In 

that regard, the content of the standard service package is not static.  New programming services 

are added to the package in response to subscriber demand and other business considerations, 

while some networks may be dropped or moved to other tiers. 

The opportunity for programmers to compete for a spot on the expanded basic package 

represents an important source of marketplace innovation and creativity.  Programmers work to 
                                                 
9/  See, e.g., In the Matter of General Motors Corp. and Hughes Corp., Transferors, and The News 
Corp. Limited, Transferee, MB Docket No. 03-124, FCC 03-330, ¶ 201 (rel. Jan. 14, 2003) (“News Corp. 
currently possesses significant market power in the DMAs in which it has the ability to negotiate 
retransmission consent agreements on behalf of local broadcast television stations.  Local broadcast 
station programming is highly valued by consumers, and entry into the broadcast station market is 
difficult”); id. ¶ 147 (“News Corp. currently possesses significant market power with respect to its RSNs 
within each of their specific geographic regions”). 
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improve and enhance the content and marketing of their offerings in order to gain or retain 

carriage on cable operators’ most popular tier of service.  Regulatory proposals that would deter 

such competition – by mandating that all cable programmers make their services available for 

license on an a la carte basis – would deprive the marketplace of a key engine of innovation and 

diversity. 

 While the expanded basic package continues to be one of BHN’s most popular service 

offerings, the company also has taken several steps to enhance the ability of subscribers to tailor 

their video programming choices more closely to their specific interests and needs.  Bright 

House Networks’ digital offerings include a wide array of on-demand programming, a new 

digital sports cluster, and a digital video recorder (DVR) option that enables subscribers to watch 

programming of particular interest to them according to their schedules.  Further, like many other 

cable operators, most new advertiser-supported programming services being added by BHN are 

being launched on a digital tier,10/ thereby mitigating upward pricing pressure on expanded basic.  

While MVPD subscribers are being offered new options that provide them with greater 

flexibility in service selection and expanded choice, many customers would likely greet a  

reduction in the breadth and diversity of the expanded basic tier with dismay and confusion.  

Consumers not only enjoy having access to a diverse range of programming choices, they also 

“place value in having the opportunity to occasionally watch networks they typically do not 

watch.”11/  Many subscribers also enjoy the economy and convenience of being able to obtain 

access to this broad range of services without the need for a converter box, an option that would 
                                                 
10/  See Akweli Parker, A La Carte Cable Pricing Is a Looming Problem for Start-Up Channels, 
Philadelphia Inquirer, June 10, 2004 (noting that almost all recent cable network additions have been 
made to digital tiers).  
11/  U.S. General Accounting Office, Telecommunications: Issues Related to Competition and Subscriber 
Rates in the Cable Television Industry, at 37 (Oct. 2003) (“GAO Report”), available at 
http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d048.pdf. 
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not be possible in an environment in which some or all of the current cable program network 

staples in the expanded basic package were provided on an a la carte basis.12/  Because 

regulations aimed at expanding a la carte offerings of advertiser-supported cable networks would 

likely reduce the audience being reached by many networks, they also would erode the 

subscribership and advertising revenues on which such networks depend for their survival.13/  

The General Accounting Office (GAO) confirmed this likely result in a recent study, noting that 

cable networks and financial analysts with which it spoke believed that the lost subscribership, in 

addition to the direct loss of subscribership fees, could “result in a reduced amount that 

advertisers are willing to pay for advertising time.”14/  Moreover, the networks most likely to be 

affected by this decrease in revenues are those least able to withstand the blow – fledgling or 

niche networks offering unique content.15/  Thus, “a la carte schemes, whether for all services or 

just directed at a particular genre will only . . . produce less choice and the extinction of many 

channels that serve specific, but important audiences,”16/ such as children and minorities.17/  

                                                 
12/  See Raymond L. Katz, Katie Manglis, Gloria Radeff, Bear Stearns, A La Smart? , at 6 (Mar. 29, 
2004) (“Bear Stearns Report”); Crain Communications, Mandating A La Carte Is Not the Way to Go, 
April 5, 2004 (noting that subscribers who might be drawn to a la carte by the prospect of cost savings 
also may be the ones who have chosen not to obtain converter boxes due to cost concerns) 
13/  National Cable & Telecommunications Association Policy Paper, The Pitfalls of A La Carte: Fewer 
Choices, Less Diversity, Higher Prices, at 9-12 (May 2004) (“NCTA A La Carte Paper”). 
14/  GAO Report at 35-36. 
15/  Id. at  35; A La Carte Cable TV Suggested But Critics Say Consumers Wouldn’t See Lower Rates, 
San Jose Mercury News, March 29, 2004 (Wayne Brough Chief Economist for Citizen for a Sound 
Economy stated “the market gives consumers what they want better than a regulated cable industry . . . . 
it’s the niche channels that would get hurt because they would never get broadcast.”). 
16/  See e.g., Statement of George Bodenheimer, President ESPN Inc. and ABC Sports before the Senate 
Commerce Committee, March 8, 2004; see also Amey Stone, Why Your Cable Bill Is Soaring, Business 
Week Online, Apr. 26, 2004 (asserting that “the result [of a la carte] would be less niche programming . . . 
and a smaller number of homogenous networks” and “people would end up paying more money for less 
content”). 
17/  See, e.g., Letter from Judith McHale, President and Chief Operating Officer, Discovery 
Communications, Inc. to Members of the Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
(Mar. 8, 2004) (explaining that a la carte would result in the demise of exactly the type of family friendly 
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Customer dissatisfaction arising from the loss of program diversity associated with the reduction 

or elimination of today’s expanded basic package may well more than offset any boost to 

consumer welfare experienced by those subscribers interested in expanded a la carte purchasing 

opportunities.18/   

II. THERE IS NO BASIS FOR CONCLUDING THAT GOVERNMENT 
INTERVENTION AIMED AT EXPANDING A LA CARTE OFFERINGS 
WOULD YIELD SUBSCRIBER RATE REDUCTIONS 

 
 There is little dispute that government regulations that diminish the ability of 

programmers to bargain for tier placement or a guaranteed level of subscriber penetration 

sufficient to support a viable advertising revenue stream, would put upward pressure on the 

wholesale programming rates paid for cable networks by MVPDs.19/  Wholesale programming  

rates would almost certainly rise because a la carte would cause the number of subscribers to 

decrease and consequently the amount of advertising revenues to decrease (because of the lesser 
                                                                                                                                                             
programming the Committee seeks to foster and that it would make it “untenable for Discovery to 
produce the kind of high quality, informative, and educational programming the American public 
deserves”); Alfred Liggins, Editorial, Destroying Diversity, Wash. Times, Apr. 12, 2004, at A21 (noting 
that a la carte would “have a chilling effect on programming diversity in America” and could put 
innovative networks like TV One, which tailors programming for African American adults out of 
business); Ted Hearn, A La Carte Off the Menu; House Hands A Hot Potato Over to FCC, Multichannel 
News, May 24, 2004 (noting that the “most vocal” opponent of a la carte in Congress appears to be the 
Congressional Black Caucus, every member of which signed a letter to Reps. Barton and Dingell 
explaining the dangers posed by a la carte for “cable networks that cater to minority audiences.”).   
18/  See Canadian Says A La Carte Isn’t All It’s Cracked Up to Be, Satellite Week, July 5, 2004 (noting 
statement by Canadian Cable TV Association President Michael Hennessy that “a la carte is failing in 
Canada and residents north of the border are envious of the choices available to Americans”).  
19/  See, e.g., GAO Report at 34-36 (“If cable subscribers were allowed to choose networks on an a la 
carte basis, the economics of the cable industry could be altered, and if this were to occur, it is possible 
that cable rates could actually increase for some consumers” because of decreased advertising fees that 
might result in higher license fees); Bear Stearns Report at 4-5 (“[w]e believe a la carte take-rates would 
be considerably lower than the current 100% distribution for most basic networks . . .  . [a]nd the lower 
the penetration, the lower the advertising revenue and the higher the affiliate fee necessary to recoup the 
lost distribution revenue”); Michael Grebb, The Political Endurance Test: Offering Channels in Family 
Friendly Tiers – or One by One – Could Be the Death Knell for Some, Multichannel News, May 17, 2004 
(noting that “[b]ecause small tiers would have fewer viewers, the cable industry argues that advertisers 
would demand lower rates . . . . [which] would eventually put upward pressure on license fees, which 
would trickle down to consumers” and that “it’s not just the cable industry that forecasts advertising 
doom” but also the GAO and programmers).  
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audience) while the cost of producing the programming would remain the same unless 

programmers chose to decrease quality in order to recoup some revenues.  The remaining 

subscribers thus would have to bear the brunt of the loss of the advertising and subscriber 

revenues, which would result in much higher per-channel rates.20/   

To the extent that government regulations spurred a reduction or meltdown of expanded 

basic tiers offered by MVPDs and required more programmers to license their networks on a 

standalone basis, there is no basis for concluding that such a change in industry practice would 

have a favorable impact on retail rates paid by subscribers.  Because each affected network 

would most likely be required to increase its license fee to maintain license fee revenue on a 

neutral basis to offset lower distribution, retail per-channel rates paid by subscribers would 

almost certainly rise.  A cable subscriber opting to maintain the same level of service presently 

offered on a bundled basis likely would pay a higher retail rate if some or all of those services 

were offered on an a la carte basis.  A consumer choosing to pay the same monthly rate presently 

being incurred would likely receive fewer services for that same retail rate.  Further, a subscriber 

choosing to reduce his or her monthly fee would pay more per channel and receive significantly 

less programming.  Indeed, a Bear Stearns economic modeling of a la carte processing concluded 

that a subscriber choosing five popular services (specifically, the Disney Channel, ESPN, MTV, 

Fox News, and TBS) could actually pay more to obtain those five services on a la carte basis 

than to obtain those services plus numerous other services on a tiered basis.21/    

                                                 
20/  GAO Report at 36 (“Because increased license fees, to the extent they occur, are likely to be passed 
on to subscribers, it appears that subscribers’ monthly cable bills would not necessarily decline under an a 
la carte system); Ted Hearn, Chorus Chant: A La Carte’s Bad; Nary a Dissenting (Cable) Voice to A La 
Carte Pricing Opposition Effort, Multichannel News, May 10, 2004 (noting concerns that “a la carte 
would cause rates to soar because cable networks that lost advertising revenue would have to recover it 
through higher license fees, which inevitably get passed along to subscribers.”). 
21/  Bear Stearns Report at 4.  
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Artificial expansions in a la carte offerings would put upward pressure on retail cable 

prices in other respects besides wholesale programming rates.  A significant portion of a 

subscriber’s monthly cable bill reflects the fixed cost of delivering cable programming service to 

customers, and if those non-variable costs are spread over a smaller number of channels, the 

retail per-channel rate for programming inevitably will rise.  In addition, head-end and security 

costs would increase due to the need to procure additional scrambling and encryption devices in 

order to ensure that a la carte networks are transmitted only to standalone purchasers of such 

services.22/  More subscribers would need to obtain addressable or digital set-top boxes in order 

to view newly encrypted signals, thereby diminishing the number of cable customers that are 

able to obtain service without leasing a converter box. 23/   

In addition, customer service and technical personnel would require extensive and 

ongoing training regarding the new a la carte options24/ and what would likely be an ever-

changing array of prices and options as a la carte channels gain or lose popularity.  Similarly, 

new billing and operational procedures and programs would have to be developed in order to 
                                                 
22/  See GAO Report at 32 (“”If all networks were offered on an a la carte basis, cable operators would 
need to scramble all of the networks they transmit to ensure that subscribers are unable to view networks 
they are not paying to receive.”). 
23/  GAO Report at 32 (noting that a la carte would require subscribers to obtain set-top boxes to 
unscramble the signals that the subscriber has agreed to purchase and the need for such boxes could be 
“costly.”); Bear Stearns Report at 4 (noting that a la carte would result in charges for truck rolls (traps) or 
capital costs (set-top boxes), increased marketing and customer service (dealing with customer requests), 
billing and systems integration, and regulatory costs); Mandating A La Carte, Distribution or “Family-
Friendly” Tiering of Cable Networks Will Reduce Program Diversity and Increase Costs for Consumers, 
NCTA, at 2 (Apr. 2004) (noting that for “the tens of millions of customers who rely on cable ready 
television sets to view basic and expanded tier programming, the cost of leasing or purchasing 
addressable set-top boxes is estimated to be $4.39 per box” and the monthly rate impact would be higher 
for households with multiple sets).   
24/  See GAO Report at 33 (“In addition to the subscriber costs of converter boxes, cable operators also 
would incur costs to monitor and manage an a la carte approach. Cable operators likely would have to add 
additional customer service and technical staff to deal with the increased number of transactions that 
would occur under an a la carte regime” and the lengthier call times stemming from the additional 
programming choices); Bear Stearns Report at 4 (predicting increased customer service and marketing 
costs).   
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contend with the far more complex ordering options that would be allowed by a la carte.25/  

Indeed, the sheer complexity of the ordering options and pricing is likely to cause substantial 

consumer confusion and irritation, resulting in additional costs to the cable network of dealing 

with the consequent rise in consumer calls and/or complaints.26/   

CONCLUSION  

 
For the foregoing reasons, Advance/Newhouse urges the Commission to submit a report 

that reiterates the superiority of market forces – and the potential drawbacks of new government 

regulation – in determining the manner and means by which cable programming services are 

offered to subscribers.  

 

 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 

 
Christopher J. Harvie 
Catherine Carroll 
Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky  
   and Popeo, P.C. 
701 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC  20004 
(202) 434-7300 

 
       Counsel for Advance/Newhouse Communications 
  
 
Dated:  July 15, 2004

                                                 
25/  See Bobby White, Consumer Angst Over Rising Rates Has Popped Up as an Election Year Issue, But 
There Won’t be Quick Fixes, Knight Ridder Newspapers, May 9, 2004 (citing cable operator’s concern 
that “an a la carte cable menu would overthrow the cable billing system . . . [n]ew equipment would have 
to be purchased and installed  . . . which could cost billions of dollars.”). 
26/  NCTA A La Carte Paper at 16-17; GAO Report at 33.  
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